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Yet he describes his proposals as being directed towards
freeing the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty from all " embarras-
sing features,3' and leaving it " as its framers intended it
should be, a full and perfect settlement, for all time, of
all possible issues between the United States and Great
Britain with regard to Central America1/' The utter
destruction of a thing does no doubt free it from all
features, embarrassing or otherwise; but how the abro-
gation of a treaty, and the substitution for it of a new
agreement directly contrary to it both in letter and
spirit can be described as making it into a full and
perfect settlement, I cannot understand. We must, I
think, conclude, in spite of Mr Elaine's assurances, that
his proposals amount to nothing more or less than the
complete overthrow of the instrument he professes his
anxiety to preserve.

Let us now consider how these proposals look from
the point of view of international justice. Merely by
reading them through we see that they are unfair as
between Great Britain and the United States. The
former power is to be bound to refrain from all terri-
torial acquisitions in Central America, the latter is to be
free to accept from the local Republics cessions of
strategic points along the banks of the canal or com-
manding its approaches. No English Government is
likely to entertain so one-sided a proposition. As Lord
Malmesbury declared in 1858, if the Clayton-Bulwer
Treaty is to be torn up, this country must recover its
liberty of action in the regions with which that docu-
ment is concerned. The statesmen of Washington can-
not on any principles of equity claim for themselves in

1 Mr Elaine to Mr Lowell, Nov. 29, iSSr.